Abstract
Introduction And Background
Building brand equity is considered an important part of brand building (Keller, 1998) . Brand equity is supposed to bring several advantages to a firm. For example, high brand equity levels are known to lead to higher consumer preferences and purchase intentions (Cobb-Walgren et al., 1995) . Firms with high brand equity are also known to have high stock returns (Aaker and Jacobson, 1994) .
Developing further insights into the measurement of consumer-based brand equity is important in the face of the prominence of branding. Branding is a powerful means of differentiation. Differentiation is one of the key competitive positioning strategies suggested by Porter (1990) . The strategic impact of branding is duly recognized in the marketing literature (see Aaker, 1991 Aaker, , 1992 de Chernatony and McDonald, 1998; Kapferer, 1994; Keller, 1999) . Brands might develop sustainable competitive advantage for firms (Aaker, 1989) . That is, if consumers perceive a particular brand favorably, then the firm may have a competitive advantage. Hence, it becomes vital for brand managers to have access to valid and reliable consumer-based brand equity instruments.
Further, brand management is considered useful in fully exploiting the assets of an organization and in generating additional value from the investments already made into brands. The high costs associated with the launching of new brands and the high failure rates of new products (Crawford, 1993; Ourusoff, 1992) as well as increasing costs of advertising and distribution (Aaker, 1991) are some of the reasons for the growing interest in brand management. Brand building is considered the best way of doing business because of the constant changes in the marketing environment (Aaker, 1996a, b; King, 1991; Lannon, 1993) . Successful brand building could strengthen a producer's competitive position to withstand the increasing power of retailers (Park and Srinivasan, 1994) . Brand building can also bring advantages such as defending against competitors and building market share (Adams, 1995) . Hence, a better understanding of brand equity measurement is essential for an enriched practice of brand management.
Despite the availability of numerous definitions for brand equity in the literature, there is little consensus on what exactly brand equity means (Park and Srinivasan, 1994) . Nor there is a general agreement among researchers, at the conceptual level about what brand equity comprises. The broad meaning attached to the term "brand equity" is similar to the definition provided by Farquhar (1989) as the value endowed by the brand to the product. Most researchers provided definitions that are similar to Farquhar's definition (e.g. Aaker, 1991; Keller, 1993; Leuthesser, 1988; Srinivasan, 1979; Srivastava and Shocker, 1991; Yoo and Donthu, 2001 ).
The definitions of brand equity can be broadly classified into two categories. Some definitions are based on the financial-perspective and stress the value of a brand to the firm (e.g. Brasco, 1988; Mahajan et al, 1990; Shocker and Weitz, 1988; Simon and Sullivan, 1993) . Other definitions are based on the consumer-perspective, which define brand equity as the value of a brand to the consumer (e.g. Aaker, 1991; Kamakura and Russell, 1993; Keller, 1993; Kirn and Lehmann, 1990; Rangaswamy et al, 1993) .
When reflecting a consumer or marketing perspective, brand equity is referred to as consumer-based brand equity. Mackay et al. (1997 Mackay et al. ( , p. 1153 
The marketing approach (often referred to as consumer based brand equity) refers to the added value of the brand to the consumer. Subscribers to this approach tend to focus on the value created by marketing activities as perceived by customers.
Several Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) and used the term consumer-based brand equity to refer to brand equity.
Although Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) conceptualised brand equity differently, both defined brand equity from a consumer perspective based on consumers' memory-based brand associations. Keller (1993, p. 8) referred to brand equity as customer-based brand equity and defined it as "the differential effect of brand knowledge on consumer response to the marketing of a brand". (According to Keller, customer-based brand equity consisted of two dimensions -brand knowledge and brand image. Aaker (1991, p. 15) provided the most comprehensive definition of brand equity available in the literature, defining brand equity as: "a set of brand assets and liabilities linked to a brand, its name and symbol, that add to or subtract from the value provided by a product or service to a firm and/or to that firm's customers". In effect, Aaker conceptualised brand equity as a set of assets (or liabilities). Brand awareness, brand associations, perceived quality, brand loyalty and other proprietary assets were the five assets of brand equity he proposed. These assets (or liabilities) are proposed as "dimensions" in the present study. From the consumer perspective, brand awareness, brand associations, perceived quality and brand loyalty are the four most important dimensions.
Researchers (e.g. Crimmins, 1992; Farquhar, 1989) have argued in favour of a consumer-based measurement of brand equity. " [t] here is value to the investor, the manufacturer and the retailer only if there is value for the consumer" , proposed a brand equity measurement method, by subdividing brand equity into different dimensions (e.g. brand awareness, brand associations, perceived quality and brand loyalty).
Cobb-Walgren et al. (1995) were the pioneering researchers to measure consumer-based brand equity based on the conceptualisation of Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) . These researchers treated consumer-based brand equity as a set of four dimensions, namely brand awareness, brand associations, perceived quality and brand loyalty. Sinha et al. (2000) and Sinha and Pappu (1998) measured consumer-based brand equity in a similar fashion but used Bayesian methods. Yoo et al. (2000) used confirmatory factor analytic methods to measure consumer-based brand equity. However, Yoo et al. treated consumer-based brand equity as a threedimensional construct, combining brand awareness and brand associations into one dimension. Yoo and Donthu (2001) were also the first to develop a multidimensional scale for consumer-based brand equity and test its psychometric properties. These researchers observed only three dimensions for consumer-based brand equity, similar to YOU et al. (2000) . Yoo and Donthu's (2001) consumer-based brand equity scale was later validated by Washburn and Plank (2002) .
However, both Yoo and Donthu (2001) and Washburn and Plank (2002) have acknowledged the scope to improve the measurement of consumer-based brand equity. For example, Washburn and Plank have highlighted the need to refine the dimensionality of consumer-based brand equity. They also advocated that researchers focus on the distinction between the dimensions of brand awareness and brand associations. While these two dimensions are conceptually different (e.g. Aaker, 1991) , some empirical evidence (e.g. Donthu, 2001, 2002; Yoo et al., 2000; Washburn and Plank, 2002) suggests that they should be combined into one. There is also empirical evidence to say that these are distinctive dimensions of brand equity (e.g. Sinha et al, 2000; Sinha and Pappu, 1998). Hence, it is important to examine further the dimensionality of consumerbased brand equity construct.
Further, Washburn and Plank urged researchers to reevaluate the items included in Yoo and Donthu's (2001, p. 60) consumer-based brand equity scale to "suggest more discriminating indicators". For example, brand personality is considered a sub-dimension of brand associations and is supposed to contribute to brand equity (Aaker, 1996b) . However, Yoo and Donthu's (2001) scale does not include brand personality measures.
In fact, Yoo and Donthu advocated the inclusion of brand personality measures into consumer-based brand equity, as a future research direction. Thus, there is scope to enrich the measurement of consumer-based brand equity.
Another area for improvement in the previous research on consumer-based brand equity measurement is the usage of student samples. Both Yoo and Donthu (2001) and Washburn and Plank (2002) used student samples to validate the consumer-based brand equity scale. The present research aims to improve the measurement of consumer-based brand equity, by including more discriminating indicators in the scale, and by using a sample of actual (non-student) consumers. The objective of the present research is also to empirically examine the dimensionality of the consumer based brand equity construct.
II. Conceptual Domain Of Consumer-Based Brand Equity
The present research conceptualizes brand equity in accordance with Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) based on consumer perceptions. The following sections provide a description of the four dimensions of consumer-based brand equity examined in our study:
Brand awareness:
This refers to the strength of a brand's presence in consumers' minds. Brand awareness is an important component of brand equity (Aaker, 1991; Keller, 1993) . Aaker mentioned several levels of brand awareness, ranging from mere recognition of the brand to dominance, which refers to the condition where the brand involved is the only brand recalled by a consumer. Rossiter and Percy (1987) defined brand awareness as the consumers' ability to identify or recognize the brand, whereas Keller conceptualized brand awareness as consisting of both brand recognition and brand recall. According to Keller, brand recall refers to consumers' ability to retrieve the brand from memory, for example, when the product category or the needs fulfilled by the category are mentioned. Keller (1993, p. 3) argued that "brand recognition may be more important to the extent that product decisions are made in the store". Hence, in the present study, brand awareness is conceptualized as consisting of both brand recognition and brand recall.
Brand associations:
These are another important component of brand equity (Aaker, 1991; Keller, 1993) . Brand associations are believed to contain "the meaning of the brand for consumers" (Keller, 1993, p. 3) . While a brand may derive associations from a range of sources, brand personality and organizational associations are the two most important types of brand associations, which influence the brand's equity (Aaker, 1991 (Aaker, , 1996b ). Brand personality is a key component of brand equity, and is defined in terms of the various traits or characteristics that brands can assume from the perception of consumers (Aaker, 1991; Keller, 1993) . In the present study brand personality is defined as "the set of human characteristics associated with a brand" (Aaker, 1997, p. 347). The concept of brand personality is well established in the marketing literature (Batra et al., 1993; Biel, 1993; Phau and Lau, 2000). Aaker (1991) argued that a brand association has a level of strength, and that the link to a brand (from the association) will be stronger when it is based on many experiences or exposures to communications, and when a network of other links supports it. Further, Aaker (1991) suggested that brand associations could provide value to the consumer by providing a reason for consumers to buy the brand, and by creating positive attitudes/feelings among consumers.
Perceived quality:
This is another important dimension of brand equity (Aaker, 1991 ). Perceived quality is not the actual quality of the product but the consumer's subjective evaluation of the product (Zeithaml, 1988, p. 3). Similar to brand associations, perceived quality also provides value to consumers by providing them with a reason to buy and by differentiating the brand from competing brands.
Brand loyalty:
This is a major component of brand equity. Aaker (1991, p. 39) defined brand loyalty as: "the attachment that a customer has to a brand". Oliver (1997, p. 392) defined brand loyalty as: "a deeply held commitment to rebuy or repatronise a preferred product or service consistently in the future, despite situational influences and marketing efforts having potential to cause switching behavior". Oliver's definition emphasizes the behavioural dimension of brand loyalty, whereas Rossiter and Percy (1987) argued that brand loyalty is often characterized by a favourable attitude towards a brand and repeated purchases of the same brand over time. Brand loyalty is also conceptualized based on an attitudinal perspective. For example, Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001, p. 82) argued that "attitudinal brand loyalty includes a degree of dispositional commitment in terms of some unique value associated with the brand". From an attitudinal perspective, brand loyalty was defined as "the tendency to be loyal to a focal brand, which is demonstrated by the intention to buy the brand as a primary choice" (Yoo and Donthu, 2001, p. 3) . While the definitions of brand loyalty based on the behavioural perspective emphasized the consumer's actual loyalty to the brand as reflected in purchase choices, the definitions based on an attitudinal perspective accentuated consumer intentions to be loyal to the brand. As previously mentioned, we conceptualized brand equity on the basis of consumer perceptions not on the basis of their behavior. Hence, we conceptualize brand loyalty also based on an attitudinal perspective and consumer perceptions.
III.

Method
The present research is part of larger study that investigated the relationships between consumer-based brand equity and country-of-origin effects (Pappu, 2003) . The initial survey instrument was developed incorporating a pool of 19 items compiled from the literature. Three items were included for brand loyalty, five for perceived quality, eight for brand associations and three for brand awareness. These indirect measures of brand equity were empirically tested and used by several researchers (e.g. Agarwal Aided and unaided recall were used as measures of brand awareness (Aaker, 1991) . Organisational associations and brand personality provided measures of brand associations as suggested by Aaker (1996b) . Liking, pride and trust were used to measure organisational associations (Aaker, 1996b) . Based on Aaker (1997), five measures were also obtained for brand personality. Each of these measures was based on the five facets of brand personality developed by Aaker (1997) , namely sincerity, excitement, competence, sophistication and ruggedness. Previous research recommended the inclusion of brand personality as a subdimension of brand equity (Yoo and Donthu, 2001 ). The set of items to used to measure brand associations was different from those used by earlier researchers who measured consumer-based brand equity (e.g. Washburn The study was conducted in two product categories: cars and televisions. We selected the product categories in such a way that most respondents were able to evaluate them. Many respondents had used products from these two categories, as our results indicated. The product categories selected were also different in terms of consumer involvement, price, and associated risk. Three brands were included in each product category. Toyota, Maruti and Tata were the brands included for the product category cars, whereas Sony, LG and Samsung were the selected brand names for televisions. The brands were selected in such a way that they were all available to Indian consumers in each of the two product categories.
Confirmatory factor analysis using structural equations modelling was used for testing the multidimensionality of the consumer-based brand equity construct. Confirmatory factor analysis is a relevant technique for the validation of scales for the measurement of constructs (Steenkamp and van Trijp, 1991) .
IV.
Results And Discussion
The sample size employed was within the acceptable limits for confirmatory factor analysis, for both cars (n = 254) and televisions (n =285). The ratio of respondents to observed variables was 19 for cars and 22 for televisions. The ratio of respondents to estimated parameters was 28 for cars and 31 for televisions.
This section summarizes the results of the confirmatory factor analyses conducted to test the multidimensionality of the construct consumer-based brand equity. Brand awareness, brand associations, perceived quality, and brand loyalty, the dimensions of consumer-based brand equity, were the four latent variables or exogenous constructs in the hypothesised model.
A total of six separate confirmatory factor analyses were carried out: three were conducted within each product category, one for each brand. The results were first examined for offending estimates. No offending estimates (e.g. negative variances, non-significant error variances, correlations larger than 1 in magnitude and covariance or correlation matrices which were not positive definite) were present. The goodness-of-fit of the confirmatory factor models was then assessed.
Factor comparison
The factors that emerged from each of the six brands were then compared. The comparison involved the comparison of the number of factors, complexity and configuration (Rummel, 1970) . The factor comparison clearly indicated that the same set of factors have been revealed across the six brands. Complexity refers to the degree to which different variables loaded on to factors. Configuration refers to the pattern and magnitude of the loadings of the variables.
The root mean square coefficients (RMSC) values for all the six brands were nearer to zero, indicating that the factors revealed by all the brands were similar in both magnitude and direction. The coefficient of congruence (CC) values for all the six brands were nearer to + 1.0, indicating that the factors revealed by the six brands had nearly perfect similarity. Thus, pattern similarity as well as magnitude similarity of the factors from the six brands was established.
V.
Conclusions And Implications
The study contributes to our understanding of consumer based brand equity measurement by examining the dimensionality of this construct. The principal contribution of our findings is that they provide empirical evidence of the multidimensionality of consumer-based brand equity, supporting Aaker's (1991) and Keller's (1993) conceptualization of brand equity.
The results of the present study established the multidimensionality of consumer-based brand equity, consistent with the conceptualization of Aaker (1991) . The four-dimensional construct found in this research was similar to Cobb-Walgren et al. (1995) , but contrasted with the findings of other researchers. For example, Donthu (2001, 2002) and Yoo et al. (2000) developed a consumer based brand equity measure based on Aaker's (1991) and Keller's (1993) conceptualization, but observed only three brand equity dimensions, combining the dimensions of brand awareness and brand associations into one. Washburn and Plank's (2002) study also provided results supporting this three-factor model. This warrants further investigation regarding the dimensionality of consumer-based brand equity.
The present research also enriched consumer-based brand equity measurement by incorporating the brand personality measures. Previous researchers (e.g. Yoo and Donthu, 2001 ) advocated including brand personality measures into the consumer-based brand equity scales.
Another improvement of the present study is the inclusion of a different set of measures (e.g. brand personality, organisational associations) for measuring brand associations. The measures of brand associations used by previous research (e.g. Yoo and Donthu, 2001) related to whether or not consumers associated with the brand. The present study measured various types of consumers' associations to the brand.
Limitations and Future Research Directions
This study has several limitations that must be addressed in future research. First, the use of a single measure for brand awareness is limiting because confirmatory factor analysis requires a minimum of three indicator variables for each exogenous construct. Future researchers should aim to develop multiple measures for brand awareness.
Furthermore, confirmatory factor analysis would require indicator variables to be continuous scaled, whereas we used a dichotomous scale for measuring brand awareness. This might have biased the results. Hence, brand awareness should be measured on a continuous scale by future researchers.
Second, only items related to brand personality and organisational associations were used in the present study for measuring brand associations. Keller (1993) suggested three types of brand associations: attributesbased, benefits based, and attitudes-based. Future researchers should incorporate items related to the abovementioned types of associations in their measurement. Finally, the use of a mall-intercept sample, albeit more cross sectional than student sample, limits our ability to fully generalize the findings to other samples. Future researchers Endeavour to use probability samples in any further study of brand equity.
